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to hand BellSouth, through its subsidiary, a monopoly over all payphone locations at which

BellSouth-owned payphones are located.

That BellSouth and other RBOCs are unashamedly espousing such a preposterous theory is

demonstrated by a letter presented by Ameritech in defense of its own anticompetitive behavior.

Exhibit O. Ameritech as much as concedes this point when it audaciously argues that LEC-affiliated

payphone operations are not required by "Section 276 to accept PIC changes blindly from their

premises owners in the same neutral, uninvolved way the LECs themselves must accept PIC changes

from their end users."

Under such a theory, BellSouth, like Ameritech, may claim that its new payphone affiliate

has become the customer for payphone services at all locations at which BellSouth payphones exist;

that it may dictate the service providers for that location to the exclusion of the public; that the only

competition intended is for locations at which private payphones exist (about 10-20% of the total

market); that BellSouth's CEI obligations as a LEC do not extend to these payphone locations; that

BellSouth can use its unique monopoly status as the LEC to assist, direct and control consumer

choice ofPICs, and that BellSouth may market payphone services as if BellSouth-the-LEC is not

only the payphone provider, but also the PIC.

Such a position is so absurd as to warrant little further comment. It violates logic, rational

thought and any concept of competition. Such an approach to market entry under Section 276,

makes Ameritech's practices on PIC protection, already found misleading and anticompetitive by

the ICC and the Illinois courts, pale in comparison. Moreover, it turns the purposes of Section 276
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and the FCC nonstructural safeguards on their heads making them potent weapons against

competition, rather than its protectors.

BellSouth attempted to respond the IPSPCC's opposition to its Application for South

Carolina. I7 BellSouth's position, as asserted in its South Carolina Reply and supporting affidavit

of Mr. Shinholster, does not address the issues raised nor rebut the facts presented by IPSPCC about

BellSouth's anticompetitive behavior in the payphone market in its operating territories.

Mr. Shinholster categorizes the IPSPCC complaints about BellSouth' s tactics and presents

a brief response to each. Mr. Shinholster's statements beg the question. First, the IPSPCC is little

worried about the staff of BellSouth's payphone subsidiary, BSPC, being "rude." Shinholster Aff.

~ 3.A. The grounds of the IPSPCC's opposition to BellSouth's instant application is that BellSouth

has deliberately inserted its "competitive" payphone subsidiary, BSPC, into the ordering process

used by its payphone provider competitors. BPSC has been inserted into this process in order to

frustrate it and to prevent competitors from fulfilling orders of end user location providers for a

preferred carrier other than BSPC's own PIC, TelTrust. Mr. Shinholster therefore confirms that

BellSouth has in fact put its own competitive payphone arm in place to handle (impede) the orders

of its competitors. Id.

17 See, Reply Brief in Support of Application by BellSouth for Provision of In-region,
InterLATA Services in South Carolina, CC Docket No. 97-208, pp.l 02-1 03 ("South Carolina Reply
Br.") (attached hereto as Exhibit P) and the accompanying affidavit of Melvin R. Shinholster,
Manager of BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. (BPSC), November 13, 1997, Tab 6, Appendix
to BellSouth's South Carolina Reply ("Shinholster Aff.") (attached hereto as Exhibit Q).
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Mr. Shinholster then states that after "announcing payphone numbers and customer, the IXC

representative is allowed to stay on line as an observer only." Id. This statement plainly confirms

that the three-party telephone procedures for placing orders by competitive payphone providers that

existed prior to BellSouth's entry into the marketplace has been changed. By limiting the role of the

IXC as it does, BSPC is able to impede the ability to BellSouth's competitors to effect a service

order on behalf of end users.

Mr. Shinholster's next statement mischaracterizes the IPSPCC opposition. Shinholster Aff.

~ 3.B. Mr. Shinholster states that the IPSPCC complained about BSPC refusing to make PIC

changes because the end user was under a contract with TelTrust. This is not the point ofIPSPCC's

opposition. During these calls, BSPC informs both the customer and the competitive payphone

provider representative that BSPC will not accept a PIC selection other than TelTrust. The customer

has no idea what or who TelTrust is and has certainly not signed any contract with TelTrust.

The irrelevance of Mr. Shinholster's additional attempts at explaining BSPC's involvement

with the ordering process is glaringly evident. He first turns the relationship on its head, by stating

that when a customer has a contract with TelTrust, that contract indicates that "BSPC has been

authorized to select the PIC on behalf of the location provider." If a contract did exist between the

location provider and TelTrust, the location provider would have already selected TelTrust as its PIC

and there would be no need for that same contract to authorize BSPC to do something the location

provider has already done for itself, namely, select a PIC.

Further evidence of the manipulation carried out by BSPC -- Mr. Shinholster admits that

another person must be contacted to explain the contract to the end user since the BSPC
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representative on the three-way caIl would haven't a copy at "his terminal;" and later in the same

paragraph that the customer is unlikely to have a copy ofthe contract in any event. These statements

raise interesting questions about what Mr. Shinholster's statements reaIly mean. How is an end user

to be understood to have authorized BSPC or TelTrust to provide service in a contract the end user

doesn't understand or hasn't even seen? The clear implications of these statements are that end users

have neither seen, understood nor even have a copy of the "contract" aIlegedly authorizing BSPC

and/or TelTrust to make a PIC selection for them. 18

Mr Shinholster's affidavit gets even more incredible. In defending BSPC's refusal to answer

questions about contracts which end users have aIlegedly entered, despite not knowing their terms

or that one even existed, Mr. Shinholster states that the BSPC representative is "foIlowing

established procedures." This is a misstatement.

Mr. Shinholster explains that while an IXC can be on the three-way caIl, and give BSPC

"pertinent information," at that point the IXC must shut up and hand the caIl over to the customer.

After such "hand off' the IXC can say nothing further. Previous to BeIlSouth's entry into the

payphone market, "established procedures" were to conduct a three-way caIl with the end user, the

IXC and BeIlSouth, all three ofwhich conducted the necessary conversations to permit the order for

18 While logic suggests that Mr. Shinholster meant to imply no more than that the end user
may have misplaced, lost or otherwise innocently been deprived of a copy of the contract, such an
assumption is not warranted by the facts. An end user would certainly remember signing a contract
that appointed TelTrust as its PIC, or appointed BSPC to select its PIC. A simple mention of such
fact during the caIl should prompt instant recaIl of such a substantive fact. Moreover, without
substantiating documents or other corroboration, Mr. Shinholster's explanation simply is not
credible.
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a PIC to be completed. Mr. Shinholster's reference to "established procedures" is, therefore,

disingenuous.

He next states that the IXC may remain and observe the call. The facts are different. What

actually occurs is BSPC refuses to discuss any PIC selection other than TelTrust and if questions are

raised or the end user or IXC insist on discussing another PIC, BSPC representatives have simply

hung up the phone.

Mr. Shinholster next confirms that BSPC is in charge of processing its competitors' orders.

Shinholster Aff. ~ 3.D. According to Mr. Shinholster, the procedures for BSPC to handle three-way

calls among IXCs and end users is "outlined in the BSPC office procedure manuals." Mr.

Shinholster does not provide a copy of those manuals, nor even a specific title or other identifying

reference. Nor does he indicate how they might differ from the procedures that were followed by

BellSouth, the LEC. Mr. Shinholster is simply engaging in further attempts at obfuscation. He

seeks to mix the rights of BSPC to submit lawfully-obtained access orders, as any competitive

payphone provider would, with the unlawful scenario of BSPC handling its competitors' access

orders in a manner that unlawfully frustrates their being provisioned.

Finally, Mr. Shinholster declares the specific instances of abusive tactics cited by the

IPSPCC are without merit. Mr. Shinholster finds these examples "too vague," ignore the end user

subscription to "BSPC's Business Payphone Service," involved a person "not listed as the person

authorized to select the InterLATA carrier for that phone," or simply declares that in all other cases,

the location provider "appointed BSPC as their agent to act on their behalf in negotiating with

interexchange carriers." Shinholster Aff. ~ 4. Mr. Shinholster again offers no documents or other
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corroboration for these statements. If the Commission wishes to accept the explanation of the "fox"

found in the "henhouse," Mr. Shinholster may have some points. But self-serving statements, based

only on a "best of my knowledge" declaration, is unreliable and devoid of any evidentiary weight,

particularly when they contain contradictions or simply raise more puzzling questions. For example,

what documentation shows, that of those location providers allegedly appointing BSPC to act on

their behalf "in negotiating with interexchange carriers," they knew that if indeed they appointed

BSPC to conduct such negotiations, there would be no such negotiations. On the contrary, the

choice will have already been made by BSPC, that is, TelTrust. What documentation or other

corroboration exists that, had these end users known they were limited to TelTrust, they still would

have appointed BSPC as their agent?

Mr. Shinholster's affidavit is simply not credible as a defense, but does contain several

admissions against interest the Commission should take official notice of in making its public

interest determinations on this application.

BellSouth's South Carolina Reply Brief in defense ofBSPC's and BellSouth's practices is

equally without merit. Citing a contractual provision purporting to preserve the location providers

rights under an existing contract, South Carolina Reply Br. at 102, does little good when not

followed in practice. Moreover, such a "savings clause" does no good when the contracts are not

available until after the fact or not at all - Shinholster Af£. ~ 3.B.

Reliance on IPSPCC' s allegations being "fully investigated," South Carolina Reply Br. at

102, is also unpersuasive. The sole support for this statement is the affidavit ofMr. Shinholster. Mr

Shinholster's affidavit has been shown not to be credible.
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The argument that location providers are merely designating BSPC as an agent to select a

PIC, Id. is based on a false premise. BSPC will not arrange for a PIC selection other then TelTrust.

The arbitrary no-option selection ofTelTrust by BSPC is nowhere explained to any location provider

before it signs a BSPC agreement. Hence this argument is not responsive.

The justification on which BellSouth purports to rely to justify its monthly charge consists

of a few sentences in a footnote in its original Brief, BellSouth Br. at 98, n. 62. The explanation

provided is devoid of factual support and contrary to experience. First, BellSouth cites no previous

state or federal tariff provisions authorizing a charge of $15.00 per month. But the charge is

certainly a monthly recurring charge imposed in connection with payphone services. While BSPC

may not be required to tariff the charge, the basis for its existence today cannot be reconciled with

BellSouth's previous practices. In short, BellSouth, the LEC, never imposed a charge of this nature

when it provided the identical services it does today through its payphone subsidiary. Moreover,

BellSouth admits that the charge is a creation of its entry into the payphone arena and is assessed

only against location providers that do not choose BSPC's PIC. When it seeks to justify this charge

on the basis of cost recovery, it fails to provide any support for this assertion. What it ignores as

well, is the fact that these payphones have been supported for years by monopoly rate payers. The

Commission should rightfully expect that at a minimum BellSouth would present cost information

on how the $15 monthly charge relates to its recovery of the unamortized costs of these phones. The

figures for these costs should be readily available as the transaction of transferring these phones from

BellSouth to BSPC should be recorded on the books of both companies pursuant to the

Commission's affiliate transaction rules.
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What BellSouth also fails to justify is its claim that the $15 fee applies to only "a small

minority of its payphones that generate insufficient traffic to recover costs." Id. If this be true, there

should be records on which to establish the dividing line between payphones which have a sufficient

volume of traffic to avoid the charge and those that do not.

The final spotlight showing the make-weight, boot-strap reasoning behind BellSouth's

assertions on this $15 charge, is the claim that BSPC anticipates that "it will be able to make up the

shortfall on these payphones by negotiating with an interexchange carrier to carry the traffic from

the Business Payphones." But BSPC does not negotiate with multiple IXCs. It uses only one IXC,

TelTrust. Hence, either the negotiations have taken place and the specific results thereof may be

made available to the Commission, or the argument is but a ruse in an attempt to conceal the true

purpose of the $15 charge which is to discipline location providers' choices ofa PIC.

BellSouth denies that it engages in "slamming." South Carolina Reply Br. at 103. This

denial is unpersuasive. Using the term in its broadest context, BSPC would be guilty of slamming

when it: (l)fails to adhere to a location provider's request for a PIC of its choosing instead of

BSPC's choosing; (2) BSPC unilaterally changes a location provider's PIC without that location

provider's knowledge or consent; (3) when it vitiates the location provider's ability to make a choice

through disinformation or the imposition, real or threatened, of penalties for failing to adhere to

BSPC's wishes in the choice of a PIC. BSPC's unsupported denial that it does not slam is no

rebuttal to these charges.

BSPC attempts to dismiss the issues raised by its contractual relationship with TelTrust as

nothing more than a standard commission agreement. Id. All other considerations being equal, this
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explanation lacks credibility. At a minimum, BSPC should be made to produce the contract with

TelTrust. Importantly, the contract also needs to be examined in the context of a conspiracy to

restrain trade in violation of the Sherman Act.

CONCLUSION

The foregoing premises considered, the IPSPCC requests the Commission deny BellSouth's

instant application on the merits; set forth in its decision denying the application that the type of

conduct engaged in, on which the IPSPCC's opposition is herein based, is unlawful and that such

conduct, unless corrected and eliminated, will be taken into account in considering any future 271

applications, whether submitted by BellSouth or any other RBOC.

Respectfully submitted,

Thelndep~tPaYPhOne

Providers or Consumer Ch ice
~'-li " !I r ;i
'/ .
" /

/'/Charles H. Helein
~>...,

Of Counsel:

HELEIN & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
8180 Greensboro Drive
Suite 700
McLean, Virginia 22102
Telephone: (703) 714-1300
Facsimile: (703) 714-1330

Dated: November 25, 1997
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AFFIDAVIT

I, Larry Kay, am an officer with an independent payphone service provider ("IPSP").

I assisted in the organization of the Independent Payphone Service Providers for Consumer

Choice ("IPSPCC").

IPSPCC is a non-profit organization created to preserve end user's rights to choose their

interexchange service provider for their respective payphone locations and to preserve fair

competition in the provisioning of payphone services.

The organization ofthe IPSPCC became necessary because ofthe marketing tactics ofcertain

Regional Bell Operating Companies ("RBOCs") beginning in March and April of this year and

continuing to date.

IPSPCC's membership includes individuals and companies engaged in the provision of

payphone services to end users or premise owners.

As a member of the IPSPCC, I have read the foregoing "Brief and Comments in Opposition

to the Application of BellSouth for Provision of In-region, InterLATA Services in Louisiana" filed

on behalf of the IPSPCC ("IPSPCC Brief').

As an officer of a company engaged in providing and marketing payphone services to the

public, I personally received numerous reports about the tactics being used by RBOCs from agents

and others marketing competitive payphone services directly to payphone users.

I began receiving these reports in the MarchiApril timeframe of 1997.

These reports concerned the tactics, primarily of two RBOCs, one of which was BellSouth

Telecommunications, Inc. and/or BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. (collectively "BellSouth").

The reports from agents and others concerned BellSouth's use ofa monthly charge of $15.00,

levied against premise owners, by BellSouth whenever such premise owner refused to accept



BellSouth's preferred interexchange carrier, TelTrust Communications Services ("TelTrust").

In addition, I received numerous reports that BellSouth personnel, with whom orders had

been routinely placed in the past to hook up a premises owner to the competitive payphone services

of IPSPCC members, were no longer following the standard procedures for processing such orders.

I received reports that BellSouth personnel who had previously worked the orders submitted

by competitive payphone services as part of BellSouth's monopoly local exchange telephone

company, were now acting like or as agent/representatives of BellSouth' s competitive payphone

subsidiary, BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. ("BSPCI").

As agents/representatives of BSPCI, these BeliSouth personnel would refuse to process

orders submitted by competitive payphone company representatives, using rude and intimidating

behavior toward such representatives and the end user premises owners.

Such behavior was exhibited most often during the three-party telephone hookups previously

and routinely used to place orders for new or changed payphone services by competitive payphone

providers with BellSouth's monopoly telephone company.

In addition, BellSouth provided end users with printed form contracts, the purpose and

content of which was designed to override and supersede any existing oral or written contract an end

user premises owner had with a competitive payphone provider.

A copy of such contract has been submitted as Exhibit A to the IPSPCC Brief.

Beginning in June, 1997, I began a program by which to have instances in which BellSouth

engaged in the foregoing tactics described hereinabove recorded in statements and affidavits by the

IPSP agents and representatives directly affected by BellSouth's marketing tactics.

The information submitted in Exhibit D are true and accurate copies of the statements and
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information I received in response to the program undertaken.

Based on the frequency and consistency of the statements and information received, the

IPSPCC was formed and actions undertaken by IPSPCC to bring to the appropriate government

authorities at both the state and federal levels instituted by the IPSPCC.

The IPSPCC continues to receive reports of the use by BellSouth of tactics outlined in this

Affidavit and Exhibit D, all of which tactics appear to be in furtherance of BellSouth's plan to

require end users to select TelTrust as the only available interexchange carrier BellSouth will allow

to provide interexchange services to payphones in BellSouth's territories.

Additionally, IPSPCC members have many payphone members have spoken to many

payphone customers who report their interexchange carrier was changed to TelTrust without their

authorization.

IPSPCC members are experiencing similar tactics being used by other RBOCs, including

Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and its subsidiary, Pacific Bell.

The facts stated in the foregoing IPSPCC Brief are true to the best of my knowledge,

information and belief

Additional facts and information of the marketing tactics by BellSouth are being gathered.

IPSPCC is prepared to provide further evidence ofthese tactics should the Commission deem

it necessary or desirable to receive same.

[REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Suzanne M. He1ein, a secretary in the law offices of HeIein & Associates, P.c., do hereby state and
affirm that I have cause copies of the foregoing "Brief and Comments in Opposition to the
Application ofBellsouth for Provision of In-region, InterLATA Services in Louisiana," to be served
upon the following, in the manner indicated, on this 25th day of November, 1997:

(One copy)

(One copy)

(One copy)

(Five copies)

(Original + 11 + diskette)

Department of Justice
clo Donald J. Russell
Telecommunications Task Force
Antitrust Division
Room 8205
555 Fourth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
(Via Hand Delivery)

Louisiana Public Service Commission
1 American Place, Suite 1630
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70825
(Via Federal Express)

ITS, Inc.
1231 20th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(Via Hand Delivery)

Janice Myles
Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 544
Washington, D.C. 20554
(Via Hand Delivery)

Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554
(Via Hand Delivery)



.,
t!I!.l

=-_..._.....
>



I

t,

@SELLSOUTH

~~c. '11 ••'=__
110 GrIMM Mol,.,.
J«k.~FMr.ml1

July 1996

Dear Valued BcllSoudt Customer:

to

Tb:mk you for choosing BeDSouth Public Communic:adons for JOUr payphone n~. w,t"'J' ", ',-~
ii~ce }'OW' trust and the opportunity to serve you beto:r by bringing you slngIe-~
convenience for all your payphone scrvia:s and c.quipmcnc.

As we promised in our recent tdephoae convetSadon. a written copy of the ~anent is
enclosed. It authorizes us to arrmgc fntere:xx:bange long-distanCe payphone: servia: on )'QUr
behalfwhen federal rules implementing the: Tdecoaununiations Act of 1996 go Into dfect
a few months from now;

Please sign and return the white copy inthe~envelope, along with the blue:
card lndiadng where you'd Ii1o: us to send dtc.M"pcM1ne bonus for ach payphone and ~ '<11J
a name to whom the check should be made payable. "'II' fI(

You'U be all set when the rules for the new telecommunications legislation take dfc:c:~.

If the federal Communlations Commission's rules don't allow us [0 oUa some of the
services outlined in the agreement. you will not be obligated by ic. We would stilI -be able
to take om: ofyour other payphone scma=:s. as befo~

Ifyou have any questions, please: aU us toll fn:e: at 1-888-222-2646. Again, thank you (or
m:lc:ing BcllSouth your fiESt choice in payphonc: suvices.

Sinccrdy.

Sondra Williams
Sales Manager



I

ACR.E.EMENT
FOR

SERVICE NEC01lAUON RIGHTS

.',

",
This A(rccment (0( Sc:rvic:o NcgotWioa liihb (""~ is'made by and becweea BdlSaath

!'cfa::anuaaaiatioas ,lnc:.. ("'The~1 havins iu priac:ipd~o(~ ac 67S WcstP~crcc:

S~A&bnQ.Gecrtia30)67and:J"1ftb1~ H~~~~onPlQYidct)
bvinc ics priDcipal pl-= oI'busines:uI_ _--I!YA~--'I.=_:,-_.
To the cQ:al pcmaiuible by law, Cbc Loc:aDoa lrovid«cSedpttc1 TheCompcnr as its cxdtWvcAtatt rOC' &II
~ reIatfaz Co pay 1dcphonc.etVioe. IDdudiac &tat DO( Iimdcd10 thescladion ofebe priawy
·iD~c:aaier (l'lQ foraU par tdc:plIoacsCO\'acd andc:r dUsActx$n( .

This Acl:::ea:aeaa.t shall be: clfdw upoa • mel subjea fa chc IppIO¥IlIftd implemCQCarioa by dzc:~
~Couuaissioa \FCC.., o(rqulUiOC'S~t.o ScdioD216oft{teTe1~M

RdonD h:twhidz provides fof"tbc ridato(T&c Compaa;y Ia scfcct~ infed.ATA carri~ Cor Its par "-:'
te:Iep&cmcs. SbaWd tbc FCC rmti that such ridtt ofincci..ATA c:amcrsdc:c:Uon is not in cite pubrac: iat=at, ,'.' '., ~.,

this Atra=mentdWJ be void and ofPO clfe:t. •

la abc c:vaat L.ocztioa lWvidcr bas aD aUtiog~twidllnO<bcr c:ndcy (or iatJcrLATA scnic:c:s atSQcb
pay tdep&OliCSo dlCll the ri&bt panted tD The Companyby this~sblt become effcdivc immedWdy
upoa~ of~ qtUmCn( with mothc:rcuucy subject fa the (cn:goiac~er.aph.

I

Shocdd~ be.l&t cdstiac Loatioa PlOvidct~( bccwoc:a ThoCompanyaad I...ocaQoa PlOvider. chis
ADIXiI1CAt!ac'SetYiceNqotiWoaRiIhts dWt be~ Iherc1a aid tlcr:ome. put I&erm( upon
;wroV3J aDd implemcn~ by ~eFCCotthc deLt or fb= Compmy to seJect the iatid.ATA c:uricrs.

Ia~ of~.~iac. The CompusysIWJ~ to1.oeadOQ l'tovider. oac time: sigoing bal1US of
'~O (1 . swsmy..rlYC dotbrf!Sft.M per~inc..In :rdd1lion So thti~~ the C=pany sh2J1 FJ.y to LaaLiaA

If./ Pn:Mdct cauUQCCaCioa 011 ~ =onchly basis orother, bu:cd OnJA.%oCBcltSouth Public Commanlcations 0+
. aad 0- dialed iataiATA teU &iUcd ra:ve=uc:s. 'The signiaC boaus 2nd~tioa iscoaUnccnt Upon •

~ lad implemc:11tatioa by Chc: Fa:ofthe riPt ofE&eCDmpuiy to ~cd the inraUTA arriCtl.

This~may be Q':ms(cm:d orlSSi~ed. in whole or ill pan. by the Company to any parent. suo::c:or,
or IffirIlJed compcny o(Tite Company.

FOR LOCATION' PROVIDER:

~-~--------
~ r;; rypcd name

title

L





r-
l

I

II .
!,
!! ...

, i
• 'dl 1"1': ) C I ~ I 'l1';f I J • ~ I !

:" • \ I' rI' , i
! I

t~, '~I' .... ",1•. \I.·I"'III.t • ,;1)1' I t..

". ':.

...
- -: ~ ..
;: .. ~.

",

~:...

..... :..
: ..~.-:"..
~.t.=f· ..
". ..-. : ..
~ .::./ ..:-
,_.. .

-•.: ~.-i
.- .~-.'

.~. .

Y.Al'Ch 14.1997 ..;... -..
:.. i 9:....:....-;, .. . ....... ..
:;::.:;....
~: r,_-;.~;.- ~ .....:.,.....

We·d • far)'OU to bowabouc ill imponanrch2hge to your scni-pabUc reltphone semel: dut ~. ) .
will Saot1 aka: pW:e.. ;~~;'.:.' .'.

thcTc1cc:ammunicadansACto! 1996 ~qqites ~ tdcphooc COUlF'anks to "dcrcgulzte- selnl-pub- --e. '. ~J" .. :::~~:'l'..........
lie coin~ho~sc:~ As it~~Tc;!~~UniCltions'Wl11 no~~!~~-!~~ & ::_:••.:.~'_~_,:

scmi-pubIic pyphone service after 11,brch 31. 1997. >::" - ...'"

BdlSouth Public Communiatians. In.c.. a scpazao: subsidmy oflkllSoudl Tclccotnmunic:zdons.
~•• has been~ [0 ptO\lde you wtd14 single PQintorcontice ((If~ your payphauc serna:
ncc<1:s. ~'U. sdIl be the S3me BdISoutll people: ad teclmotogy you·~ cotnt: to bow md trust. but
with eYeD more: Cocus and flcc1bflity 011 serving~ and yoUt' custolnfZ.

E§CCli'YC:~ril J. 1"7.ytnl. 'WI1I J,qiJl tD "ud"e ... lCCW muI. ~p¢Jld.ed .savia odlcd

"'BdlSourh Busiaesl PdyphoIlC savia. ,. This servia: vdli b~ provi(kd by our new payphcnl:'
sct'Yicu campmy. BcllSourh Public CommunlCldons. me:. ~u'1l sdJ1 rc:ccive all the beac:lits or
Bc1lSoudl'$ 100)'QIS of cccdlcnc:c in CUStIOmuscrticc. rq,ail"and zntm="'ce•.usd Ach-:mced.
technology. And soon. Bcl1South Buslne:ss Payphoac Sc:rv\c:c will cn~blc you to enjoy sbtglc-scnat:t:

managemcnr of both your loa! and long distance savio: using Gc:USouth'j prd'arcd carri~o Ew:n

though the c1'Wgu for this o:c.epaomL stnict: m: slightly higher than :lOUr Conner seml-puhlic monch1y
~.~th aU$Ua~ ~hotll: Scrticc is ttuly an ~d1blc~luc. It is priad the $alI1C as 01'

below most altemad~ offercci by other payphonc providets oryour l<lcal ttlephone compcny. •
Thac mt::mS you can bc:ndit from lwsl<:--6:c:c rcsponsm:ncss and ol1e-5CQp canvtnic:nce for all your

~oae SCl'Yia: needS. When your Bc11South"Business P2yphoae Setyjcc btgins an AprIl!. 1997. ~.-:';~: ':
ckC:::: tftH &co dO deq:c itt l:Mt",~ftCe esnk.'eJP'A'Cit~ ro:eive..f'Gc~--....La-k flY.. co ---..~·to;...,...~.-'

-0'0 t',,·--- (o:::~p"

concr.aet 3I1a negotiate tor long~c:e~c:c: on your bchal( we W:J1 contact you to ooWn YOQr .t. ~,., • •

authorlzadon to ~c our pre£c:rreQ camas.. In the meattdme. ifyou. alrndy luve a contt2et with
_tlother carrie!; plasl: aU us.

For mcm: inConnadan about the positive changes we're m:king in your~C~ pldSC td'er to the
QUcsticm znd. NJswer scc:cion foUO'WiJ:lg, As~~. ifyou have other quc:sricns, feel fr« ro all us.
~ lave set up a toll-free response line at 1-888-89So5590 for this purpose.

\lk arc~ "bout th1s 0PlX'rumity to c.ombine tradition with in'tlovation and bring J"='U BellSouth

Business Paypbonc Sctv1c:e...tnc: best value tit pcyphcnc S<:nic:c r.o4a:)'; 'V~ rhCl! -..illwOTk fery~
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Saw .,.,m rhese dlclWgcs cffeer. InJ'scnlca

Bc11Soum~ P.yphonc Scrtia: t.s cnew~ bue 15 cxpca:d Co cnecc the same 1cinds of

customer needs as our Cormtr~ p&1pboae olfe:ri.ag. ~outhB~ Paypbonc: Sc:rvic:c

continues BdlSouth~ tnditiDn oCd~ and~y ttdmldam olferin~tdbbk. ccum:

ous, md pzofasiOl:ll1 rcp.a mel mmucnm«, .n b.c:Rd by~ 100 yens ofcxpaieacx. The

BdlSourh hrmd chat remains OQ your coin cdcphone assures )"'U wtyour~hone ~uipmcnc __~, "" ""_

i$ &QQQg cdvat\dal~t.~&tYOUf SCt"Ao: Is pt'lM:ft tot- Us d~dsbi1ity md ~c: 0.£

o~m:ion.

Haw viIll lit! hllk4.far t1u: lICW BeIISmdJE BusilleSS~ Se.rvial

You ..m~~ your flnJ1 bill for~lic coltt telephooe scrv1r.c from l3d1South

Tc:lccommuniatians, r.nc. Ifyeu u: clue II credit:, you will tccciw: it directly from BdtSouth

Telecommunications, me.

You will immediatelybqin' tUClvinC • bmfor)'OUt new BdlSouth Business l'typhot1e SeMee from

Be1lSouth Public Communications. Inc. This bDl includesch~ for your payphone strYice 2nd

any equlpm.cm used in c:cnjunction 'With rb1s 3eMo:.

Bow wall dais dum:c tl.ffca 1ft)' kkp1cD"C Jtumkr?

Your tdcphone number wiU noe change unless you request it.

I ahcrtisc ift tlu: BdlSouth Yd10w Pilla. "''ill BdlSautk Prthlic CAnamadcadDlu, Inc, edt!~
~ n:>picHoUraior'cS ".,cllcm:r·~ '"J'~d&.crp ClMd..",r CD ~'07t.,..,,~~ 'hm7 .

No. 'YOu w01 rccctve your cltzrgC$ (or ildvert1sfng in che BeUSouth lClIow P2gu directly from

BdlSouch Adverti5ing and 'Publishing Company on I. sepm.te bfil

Will r still J,c c:etrplft"cnrt uksi tcx?

Ifyour account is exempc from sales we. Itwill be necessary for yuu co immediately pto"Iidc us

with :l copy ofyour a.emption euti£ie.ate In order to continue thac e<aupdon. rlasc mail. copy

ofYOUt CQ'tifiate to U$ 3.t:

BdlSouth. 675 W. Pl:::achtree Sc. NE., 3T81 BdlSouch Ceara; Adanu.. Georgia 30375_

@ BELLSOUTH-
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July 29, 1997 t.

.',

TO:

FR: ...
Larry Kay

RE: Bell South

to,

I spoke with the supervisor for public payphones at Bell South. Her name is Ms. Macy Klimes
Phone Number 404-529-7142. Ms•.Klimes stated'that a letter was mailed to all Bell South
public payphone customers (9 states) saying the following: 1) Teltrust has been selected as a
preferred carrier, 2) If you select Teltrust to·be the carrier on your public payphones you will
not be charged, 3) If you choose your own carrier you will be billed $15.00 every month,
4) Bell South WILL NOT pay commissions to customers who have Teltrust as the carriet~' _.

Examples of this:

A) Mr. Henry Tiernan at the Sugar Mill RV Park, Ochlocknee, GA pays a monthly $35 line
charge to Bell South to keep a public payphone at his location. He does this for the
convenience of his customers and visitors. ,Bell South increased his bill to $50.00 because
he did not change to the Bell South preferred carrier,' Teltrust.

B) Floyd Oil company, Kenny Floyd (Owner) Ph# 502-633-6623. An NOS agent did a 3 way
call with the customer and Bell,South to change the carrier on his 2 payphones, ANls: 502
533-9040 and 502-639-9257. Ms. Morris at Bell South (404-529-8220) first said the
change would be made then change her mind and said the Bell South marketing department
would have to speak with Mr. Aoyd. Ms. Morris told, Mr. Floyd to expect a call back. in two
(2) days from the marketing department.

Obviously, they are going to attempt to sell Mr. Floyd long distance when no NOS agent is on
the line. -

C) An ~OS agent contacted Knights Key Corporation (NOS CUSTOMER) in Marathon, FL '. '
Mr. James Kyle, owner and his associate, Jane, (Ph# 305-743-7227) said a Bell South
representative named John Werry visited the property. Knights Key Corp, has been an NOS
customer and the payphones stopped showing traffic in May 1997. Mr. Kyies associat~ Jane
said John Werry told them that if Mr. Kyle'does not take Bell South Long Distance ( no
mention'of Teltrust) then Bell South would remove the payphones. Mr. Kyle nor Jane have
ever heard of Teltrust.

Additionally, No one from' Bell South ever asked the customer if they had an existing
contract.' Is this interference?? .

Lastly: If the Bell company creates a separate division for purposes of managing the public
payphones are they afforded a special relationship with the parent company from which they
separated. In other words, can Bell South long distance get special considerations trom the
parent Bell South. Doesn't the CEI plan demonstrate how the two companies are to be,
autonomous? Is this Self dealing? -,
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9-17-1997 11: S4AM FROM RJ C()vtI\1Ut.JlCATIOI\!S 818 865 2949

SEND TO: _

OLYMPIC I NATIONWIDE OFFICIAL LEe COMPLAINT t.

FORM

TInS FORM IS TO BE USED TO REPORT ANY QUESTIONABLE
PROCEDURE PERFORMED BYnm LEe. IT WILL BE REVIEWED,
AND ACTION MAY BE TAKEN IF NEED BE.

P.S

DATE:)$- ~\

YOUR NAME: :x:.~\..l E::ri?~
LEC:~~. ~

LEe REP.:<Q~cL·<,~

CtITOMERlNF0:---l.SITENAME ffi{~~~ ill"').'\. ~~~
;~~~~ ~~E_D.Of)'L'C_

c~e ~STATEIZIP S <:- d3.2:(>3>
BUS~NiJMB~~~,'3 :?l\~
ANI NUMBER(S~~~·OfJQ8:~-/===--=--=-~-=--__
.EXPLAINWHAT - -
HAPPENED:~L q ~ \()~ i"t) QY=c 0 CY1i... j D ..a lU
:JXiT<oc>..:x:.:T\OO" oS ~~ (4- ,aTe.:) ._-J

. ~ ~:\ <z.; \ , -=r:
\ \\ \\ .J-

~iIoo.o&-~~::H...:~~~a:I~L..l.)Q:1:U~Et.Jl~!ttl(\

. ~ < ~ ~

.~.4 . . ~t\c{(fvIJ
~G ~~~yg;~?~~§f~~(YI ~\\
ACTION ~ ~s "\0~';::,~~ P-<:-C\X:{\"'I: <J
TAKEN: L'LfuSl(..() to
______________.-:..- ~\ \ U~

l00~ .


